
901 15th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

November 4, 1996

Mr. William F. Caton
Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

UOCKET HL£ copy OR\G\NAL

Re: Grandfathered Short-Spaced FM Stations
(MM Docket No. 96-120, RM-7651)

Dear Mr. Caton:

Submitted herewith for filing, on behalf of Carl E. Smith
Consulting Engineers, Bath, Ohio, are an original and nine (9)
copies of its Reply Comments in the above-referenced rulemaking
proceeding.

Please direct any inquiries concerning this submission to
the undersigned.

Respectfully submitted,

CARL E. SMITH CONSULTING ENGINEERS

No. of CoPies rec'd~L
UstABCDE



11 : 56 WARMUS 8< ASSOC I ATES· NOV'-. 4-'9'6 MON

I

"--r--'
I
I

REPLY COMMENTS

MM..Q.O~-j~.Q

November 4. 1996

CARL E. SMITH CONSULTING ENGIN ERS
-~-_.- .. _ ..••_----_.- q ••~._.----

~"24 N. CI.EVE·MASS ~O. BOX 807 216/659·4440

-':.' "'-."~'" .'--

IBATH, OHIO 44?10·0fi07



1
1:36 WARMUS & ASSOCIATES

t-~ 0 V' - 4;- '9 6 M 0 N

>

State of Ohio

County of Summit

)
) 5S:
)

Federal Co municatlonl Commission
ice of Secretary

.~.

"

Roy p~ Stype. III, being duly sworn, deposes and states that he.is a graduate Elee-
I ,

trical EnginEer, a qualified and experienced Communications Consulting Engin~er

whose works are a malter of record with the Federal communicatio+ Commissic,n and

that he is a,member of the Firm of "Carl E. Smith ConsuIling Engine"s" localed at 2324

North Cleveland-Massillon Road in the Township of Bath, County of Summit, St~te of. I

Oh~. 1
The deponent states that the attached reply comments ware pr ,pared by hjm and

are true of his own knowledge, except as to statements made on information and belief

and as to such statements, he believes them to be true. I

1- ._
~~~L~., J ~ _

I

I
Subscribed and sworn to before me on November 4, 1996.

ISEALf SHERI LVNN KURTZ. No1IJIY ~'$.IC
Resldenct Su\'l'lm1\CoUn~
StBW W'"" ~1Ion, Ql~

Mr CaM-looior> fJcpiNo"'" '
1

2000

I
..- CARL E. SMITH CONSUI.1"ING ENClINt£lll$ •..._,- ._...
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ENGINEERING STATEMENI

This engineering statement constitutes reply comments in MM ocket 96·120,

which proposes to modify the restdctions outlined In Section 73213 a') of the FCC

Rules pertaining to the modification of the facilities of pre-1964 granrfathered short

spaced FM stations. It is submitted on behalf of Warmus and Assoc}ates, lric. dba
I

Carl E. Smith Consulting Engineers. i

, On October 4, 1996, the National Association of Broadcasters j"NAB")SUbmiUed

reply commenls in this proceeding. These reply comments contained the results of a
, . !

s1udy conducted by the NAB to attempt to estimate the maximum PO~Sjble number of

pre-l964 grandfathered short spaced stations on second and third +iacent channels

A review of the data contained in these reply comments disclosed a ~erious flaw in the
I,
I

procedures which were employed in this study. In pal1icular, it has been determined, . I
I

that these studies utilized the present spacing requirements to identify existing shurt
I

I

spaced slations on second and third adjecent channels, rather than tre spacing rC-

quirements .which existed in 1964, and were in force until they were TOdified in 1984 by

the prOc&e~ings in Be Docket 80-90. Since the modifications made rBe Docket 80­

90 significantly increased the required spacings on second and third adjacent chan~. !
. i .

nels. particularly where at least one of the stations was a Class B station and whe(e

both stations were Class A stations, the net effect 01 this flaw is that Ire NAB's reply

comments s'ignificantly overstate the maximum possible number of pr -1964 grar,d-

fathered short spaced s~atjons on second and third adjacent channel . Excluding Lhe

short spacing situations which comply with the 1964 spacing require ents and a~sum­

ing that the NAB's listing is correct in all other regards reduces the nJmber or pre-1964

---~ CAIltL E. S~ll·H CONSULTING ENGINtt"RS ~_.- ---.
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short spaced situations on second adjacent channels from 322 to 228 and those on

third adjacent channels from 138 to 96. This is an overall reduction n these short

spacing sityations from 460 to 324, or approximately a 30% reductio in the number of

situations claimed by the NAB. Although a more detailed analysis is nol conducted

to determin'e how many statIons this would leave as apparently having pre~1.964 grand­

fathered short spacings on second or third adjacent channels, ~ this ~rcentage reduc·
I

:::hOldS it would reduce the number of stations involved from 312 tr approximately

The 136 situations counted by the NAB which were excluded b1cause they com­

plied with the 1964 spacing requirements but later became short spted beCause of tile

changes made in Be Docket 80-90 are not governed by Section 73-413(a) of the FCC
. I

Rules, but, instead. are prohibited from making any changes which rruce the Cune"l

spacing below its present value. Thus, they do not appear to be wit~in the scope of
I

this rulemaking proceeding. Furtherrnore; excluding these situations1from this esl;rna1a

will ,provide '. more realisUc estimate of the number of stations which ~OUld be poten­

tially impacted by the proposed changes in this proceeding as they rr1ate to second

and third adjacent channel situations. I
,,


